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 CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document is a compilation of comments submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) and responses to those comments.  Comments have been submitted in the form of letters 
following the review of the Draft EIR document. 
 
 
1.1. FINAL EIR PROCESS 

Final EIR Components 

The basic Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn 
Expansion consists of both the Draft EIR document, the Responses to Comments, and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  Other components (separate from the Final EIR) of the 
environmental review process generally include the public meeting comments, the Statements of 
Facts and Findings and Overriding Considerations, resolutions, staff reports, hearing minutes and 
official notices.   
 
 
Public Review of Draft EIR 

On April 15, 2004, the 45-day public review period was initiated at the State Clearinghouse.  
Officially, the review period ended on June 1, 2004 although several comment letters were received 
after that date and were included in the Final EIR.  Responses are provided for each comment letter 
on the Draft EIR. 
 
Response Comments 

The Responses to Comments provides a record of the changes that are required in the Draft EIR, as 
well as responses and clarifications raised by the comment letters.  Together, the Draft EIR, and the 
Responses to Comments record the environmental review process and findings, from the issuance of 
the Notice of Preparation, through the document certification. 
 
The Responses to Comments include the original comment letter submitted by the commenting party 
(citizen, agency, etc.) followed by the EIR response.  To facilitate reader convenience, each comment 
has been assigned a comment code, with each response linked by the same code.  Due to the 
similarity or duplication of some comments, the reader may be referred to a previous (or subsequent) 
response provided elsewhere in the Response Comment portion of the Final EIR. 
 
Decision-Makers Roles 

The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will need to review the Responses to Comments 
and revised Final EIR in conjunction with their decisions on the proposed Conditional Use Permit, 
Tentative Map, Variance and Design Review approval, and other decisions subject to environmental 
review in conjunction with the Final EIR.  The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to 
the Board of Supervisors as to its adequacy and completeness of the Final EIR.  Both the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors  and will use the information to understand the range of 
potential impacts due to the project in making their decision on the project.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The section that follows includes the comment letters submitted by various public agencies and 
private parties, and the responses to those comments.  Commentors on the Draft EIR for the 
PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn Expansion project are listed follows: 
 
Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (June 1, 2004) 
 
Town of Truckee Community Development (May 28, 2004) 
 
Squaw Valley Public Service District (May 27, 2004) 
 
Squaw Valley Ski Corps (June 1, 2004) 
 
H. Spencer Bloch, MD (May 15, 2004) 
 
Squaw Valley Tram Condominium Association (May 25, 2004) 
 
McDermott, Will and Emery (May 19, 2004) 
 
Granite Peak Management (May 26, 2004) 
 
Wajih and Nayla Sleiman Squaw Valley Lodge (May 22, 2004) 
 
Fred Ilfeld Jr. (May 30, 2004) 
 
Pamela Rocca (May 31, 2004) 
 
John Chisholm (May 27, 2004) 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (May 28, 2004) 
 
Jack Schafer (May 12, 2004) 
 
Daniel B. Hrdy, M.D. (May 13, 2004) 
 
Ken N. Olcott (May 11, 2004) 
 
Werner Goese (May 11, 2004) 
 
John A. Barnhart (May 12, 2004) 
 
Donald E. Smith (May 11, 2004) 
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Todd Elmgren (May 18, 2004) 
 
Donald Druyanoff (May 17, 2004) 
 
Robert J. Loarie (May 18, 2004) 
 
H. Spencer Bloch (July 16, 2003) 
 
Hoagan & Esther Lew (May 27, 2004) 
 
Cecilia & John Plough (May 24, 2004) 
 
Chris Kocher (May 25, 2004) 
 
Mark Whitlow and Reetta Raag (May 27, 2004) 
 
Diane Lowery (May 28, 2004) 
 
Charles G. McKeag (May 28, 2004) 
 
Kenneth & Irene Wong (May 28, 2004) 
 
Judith and Brad O’Brien (May 27, 2004) 
 
Russ Westover (May 26, 2004) 
 
John and Connie Wong (May 28, 2004) 
 
James A. and Kathryn Schuyler (June 1, 2004) 
 
John and Susan Massey (May 29, 2004) 
 
Caltrans, Jeffrey Pulverman, (June 2, 2004) 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Placer County Flood Control And Water Conservation District 

PCFCD-1 
Comment noted.  No response necessary.
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 
Town Of Truckee, Community Development 

Response T-1 
Comment noted.  The developer will comply with the Placer County Housing Ordinance that is in 
place at the time the Conditional Use Permit is issued.  At this time, Placer County is in the process of 
preparing an Ordinance that will establish requirements for affordable housing.   
 
Page 121 has been revised from, “This duplex houses another four employees, for a total of eight 
persons housed” to “This triplex may house four employees.  The triplex consists of one 2-bedroom 
unit and two 2-bedroom units.  A total of eight persons may be housed.” This housing is offered as 
part of an employment package provided by the PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn.  Housing to 
employees is currently offered at rates that are consistent with the affordable price for low to 
moderate income levels based on Placer County’s median income of $52,900 in 2000 (Placer County 
Redevelopment Agency 2001:21).  The EIR has been revised to include this reference “Placer County 
Redevelopment Agency, North Lake Tahoe Redevelopment Implementation Strategy 2001-
2006.April 2001.” Compliance with the Placer County affordable housing ordinance will be 
addressed in the projects’ conditions of approval for the use permit.   
 
Section 4.1 Growth inducing impacts is required by Section 15126 to discuss the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  This section is intended to 
discuss the possibility of the project removing any obstacles to population growth or impacts on 
community service facilities which would require construction of new facilities that could cause 
significant environmental effects.  This section also discusses the characteristic of some projects 
which may encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, 
either individually or cumulatively.  The cost of real estate in Squaw Valley is not applicable to this 
section.  Please refer to Section 3.10 for discussion of employee housing. 
 
 
Response T-2 
See also the first paragraph of response T-1.  According to Joanne Auerbach at the Placer County 
Redevelopment Agency, in-lieu fees may be determined by Placer County, but the fee amount is 
determined during the Use Permit process.  Payment of the in-lieu fee would be listed on the use 
permit as a condition of approval.  Please note that Joanne Auerbach, Housing Program Coordinator, 
Placer County Redevelopment Agency was added to the list of persons consulted.  According to the 
Placer County Redevelopment Agency, a per unit cost per affordable housing unit is not available at 
this time.   
 
 
Response T-3 
The revised traffic study will identify the project’s fair-share contribution to the two capital projects 
listed above, as a part of the DEIR traffic mitigation.  According to County staff, the contribution to 
the I-80 Interchange at SR 89 will be based on the original cost estimate for signalization (not 
roundabouts).   
 
 
Response T-4 
See response T-3. 
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Response T-5 
According to County staff, the project applicant’s contribution to projects in Truckee are made in 
addition to the fee determined by the County Traffic Fee Program.
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Squaw Valley Public Service District 

Response SVPS-1    
The floor drains in question are inside the parking structure (under the building).  Drainage outside 
the building will drain into the stormdrain system and not into the parking structure.  Consequently, 
the floor drains will not collect any stormwater.  The floor drains will only collect water from 
washing the floor of the parking structure.  This wash water should be discharged to the sanitary 
sewer (similar to any floor drain inside the building).  Mitigation measure FC-3b remains unchanged. 
 
 
Response SVPS-2 
The detention basin will be designed with an impermeable liner to eliminate any potential for 
stormwater infiltration into the aquifer.   Mitigation Measure WQ-1a on page 9 of the DEIR has been 
revised from “Design a drainage system that includes a detention basin (lined with an impervious clay 
admixture soil layer in order to deter infiltration of stormwater into the drinking water aquifer) storm 
water filtration facilities, and stormwater conveyance to catch and treat stormwater in accordance 
with RWQCB and Placer County standards prior to being discharged to Squaw Creek.” to “Design a 
drainage system that includes a detention basin (lined with an impervious clay admixture soil layer in 
order to eliminate any potential for infiltration of stormwater into the drinking water aquifer) storm 
water filtration facilities, and stormwater conveyance to catch and treat stormwater in accordance 
with RWQCB and Placer County standards prior to being discharged to Squaw Creek.”  This revision 
was made throughout the document as applicable. 
 
 
Response SVPS-3 
Comment noted.  The relocated sewer line will be a gravity sewer system.  Sewer line setbacks to the 
proposed drinking water well and waterlines will maintain setbacks as required by the California 
Department of Health Services.   
 
 
Response SVPS-4 
Comment noted.  The language was changed from “The plan was reviewed by Squaw Valley Fire 
Protection District for adequate circulation and facilities” to “The plan was reviewed by Squaw 
Valley Fire Department, which is a department within the Squaw Valley Public Service District, for 
adequate circulation and facilities. 
 
This was also revised in Section 3.13.3.  Mitigation Measure FP-1 now reads, “The plan was 
reviewed by Squaw Valley Fire Department, which is a department within the Squaw Valley Public 
Service District, for adequate circulation and facilities.” The following sentence was also revised 
from, “The developer will be required to get approval from the Squaw Valley Fire Protection District 
prior to building permit issuance” to , “The developer will be required to get approval from the 
Squaw Valley Fire Department prior to building permit issuance.” 
 
 
Response SVPS-5 
The language has been changed from “The well will be designed to meet all State and County Health 
Department requirements” to “The well will be designed to meet all State and County Health 
Department requirements, and in  anticipation of the well being dedicated to the District, the well 
shall also be designed to meet Squaw Valley Public Service District requirements.” 
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Response SVPS-6 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS-2.   
 
 
Response SVPS-7 
The language was changed from, “The project proposed to use a detention basin on the site, however, 
the local water company requires that it be lined with an impervious liner to prevent contamination of 
groundwater” to “The project proposed to use a detention basin on the site, however, the local water 
company requires that it be lined with an impervious liner to eliminate any potential for stormwater 
infiltration into the aquifer.” 
 
 
Response SVPS-8 
Comment noted.  See response SVPS-2.  Item 4.E.9 has been revised. 
 
 
Response SVPS-9 
Comment noted.  Language in Item 4.F.12 was changed from, “The basin will be lined with an 
impervious liner according to Squaw Valley Public Service District’s requirements, to “The basin will 
be lined with an impervious liner to eliminate any potential for stormwater infiltration into the aquifer 
in accordance with Squaw Valley Public Service District’s requirements. 
 
 
Response SVPS-10 
Comment noted.  See response SVPS-1. 
 
 
Response SVPS-11 
See response SVPS-2.  Impact FC-2 has been revised. 
 
 
Response SVPS-12 
See response SVPS-2.   Impact WQ-1 has been revised. 
 
 
Response SVPS-13 
Comment noted.  The following language has been added in Section 3.9.1.  “During construction of 
the Squaw Valley Lodge located at 201 Squaw Valley Peak Road, soils containing diesel and oil 
range petroleum products were found at the start of grading.  Approximately 5,000 cubic yards of 
petroleum-contaminated soil were removed from the project site.  Three groundwater monitoring 
wells were installed, and groundwater monitoring and sampling activities were conducted from 
December 1999 through May 2002.  Testing results did not reveal any incidences above the taste and 
odor threshold of 100 micrograms per Liter.  On October 11, 2002, The California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board issued a letter stating that no further action was required for this site.“ 
 
Please refer to Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b on page 120.The 
implementation of the mitigation measures will bring impacts associated with the presence of 
contaminated soil or groundwater to less than significant levels. 
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Response SVPS-14 
Comment noted.  100 micrograms per liter is not a standard, but rather a level at which the 
instrumentation can detect concentrations of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (Diesel) (TPHd).  The 
Groundwater Monitoring Report dated July 2002 is located in Appendix F and contains the data 
reports prepared by Zymax for analysis of water samples.  Zymax refers to this detectable level as the 
Practical Quantitation Limit (PQL).  Results that are below the Practical Quantitation Limit are 
classified as Non-Detect (ND). 
 
 
Response SVPS-15 
100 micrograms per liter is not a standard, but rather a level at which the instrumentation can detect 
concentrations of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (Diesel) (TPHd).  The State of California and/or the 
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) have set primary and secondary drinking water 
standards.  The primary drinking water standards do not address Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
(Diesel) (TPHd), but secondary drinking water standards have been set by the State of California for 
taste and odor of all constituents at a maximum contaminant level.  This standard is 100 micrograms 
per liter for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons.   
 
Mitigation measures Haz 1a and Haz 1b are to mitigate the impact of encountering contaminated soil 
or groundwater during grading.  The language of Haz-1b has been changed from, “If contaminated 
soil is present in the project area, it will be removed to non-detect levels and disposed of or treated to 
acceptable levels according to California and Nevada State law if applicable and Placer County 
requirements” to “If contaminated soil or groundwater is present in the project area, it will be 
removed to non-detect levels and disposed of or treated to acceptable levels according to California 
and Nevada State law if applicable and Placer County requirements.” 
 
 
Response SVPS-16 
Comment noted.  The information in this Draft EIR is based on information available at the time the 
Notice of Preparation was filed.  The notice for this project was filed in December of 2001 and the 
Squaw Valley Groundwater Development and Utilization Feasibility Study dated October 2001 was 
the document available at that time.   Including the revised study or revising text within the Draft EIR 
to reflect the revised report is not considered appropriate since the notice of preparation was filed 
prior to the release of the revised report.   Although the study in the appendix will not be updated for 
this document, copies of this document are available for review at the Squaw Valley Public Service 
District.  This office is located at 1810 Squaw Valley Road in Olympic Valley.   
 
It is noted that the Squaw Valley Groundwater Development and Utilization Feasibility Study dated 
August 2003 estimates the sustainable yield at 1,524 acre-feet.  This difference is considered a 
marginal effect and does not influence the conclusions in this section.   
 
 
Response SVPS-17 
The Draft EIR states that the maximum water use will be 14,600 gallons per day (GPD) in August 
with an average use of 5,840 gpd.  This represents a 40% occupancy rate.   
 
The groundwater model simulation used a maximum use of 14,600 gallons per day (gpd) in August 
with a higher average use of 7,539 gpd.  This represents a 51.6% occupancy rate.  The groundwater 
simulation distributed the demand in accordance with Table 5-11 of the Squaw Valley Groundwater 
Development & Utilization Study (West Yost & Associates, 2001).  PlumpJack records for the last 
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six years indicate an average occupancy rate of 50% with the highest occupancy in the winter.  Please 
see PlumpJack occupancy rates in the chart below. 
 
 

Occupancy % 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 
January 57% 54% 50% 58% 68% 57% 62% 
February  67% 74% 74% 54% 81% 64% 66% 
March 64% 80% 86% 68% 77% 59% 72% 
April 58% 33% 65% 48% 39% 46% 34% 
May 36% 37% 41% 30% 39% 27% 33% 
June 49% 42% 39% 44% 52% 49% 40% 
July 57% 65% 57% 46% 43% 49% - 
August 69% 62% 52% 50% 44% 54% - 
September 56% 60% 51% 25% 35% 51% - 
October 36% 36% 42% 40% 29% 32% - 
November 21% 20% 24% 34% 27% 30% - 
December 55% 61% 54% 58% 52% 61% - 
1st Quarter 63% 69% 70% 60% 75% 60% 67% 
2nd Quarter 48% 37% 48% 41% 43% 41% 36% 
3rd Quarter 61% 62% 53% 40% 41% 51% - 
4th Quarter 37% 39% 40% 44% 36% 41% - 
Year Total 52% 52% 53% 46% 49% 48% 26% 

 
The DEIR and the groundwater simulation include 2,500 gpd of irrigation pumping in August with 
average irrigation pumping of 1,000 gpd.  Irrigation pumping has occurred over the last 15 years 
using the existing irrigation well.  Therefore, the additional water use for the project has been reduced 
by 2,500 gpd during August and by an average of 1,000 gpd.  The additional water use for the project 
has also been changed to reflect the PlumpJack occupancy percentages as follows: 
 
The language in Section 3.11.3 has been changed from, “The project proposes to use approximately 
an average of 5,840 gallons per day of domestic and irrigation water and produce approximately 
4,840 gallons per day of wastewater.  These numbers are estimated based on an average of 40% 
occupancy throughout the year” to “The project proposes to use approximately an average of 7,300 
gallons per day of domestic and irrigation water and produce approximately 6,300 gallons per day of 
wastewater.  These numbers are estimated based on an average of 50 % occupancy throughout the 
year.” 
 
The following sentence was also added to the second paragraph of this section, “However, the actual 
occupancy data from the existing Squaw Valley Inn indicate that summer occupancy has not 
exceeded 69% from 1998 to 2003.” 
 
 
Response SVPS-18 
The laboratory analytical reports include results for all inorganic compounds (IOC), volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), and radionuclides (alpha and beta) required under Title 22 in 2001.  These 
analyses are included in the Groundwater Monitoring Report in the appendix.  These analyses are in 
compliance with Title 22 for the parameters analyzed.  A complete Title 22 analysis will be 
performed on a new well drilled adjacent to the existing irrigation well.   
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Response SVPS-19 
Comment noted.  Mitigation measure WAT-1c will be added to state, “A new well will be drilled and 
equipped to SVPSD and State of California Department of Health Services (CDHS) specifications” 
 
 
Response SVPS-20 
A more extensive analysis of the effects of increased pumping will be undertaken if the new well is 
used to supply water beyond the needs of the PlumpJack expansion project.  This extensive analysis 
will address aquifer recharge and Squaw Creek impacts, will include direct monitoring of creek 
flows, and will be undertaken during the summer and fall months.   
 
The sentence, “The development of this well may result in additional water supply that can assist the 
Squaw Valley Public Service District in meeting future needs of Squaw Valley “ was changed to, “A 
more extensive analysis of the effects of increased pumping will be undertaken if the new well is used 
to supply water beyond the needs of the PlumpJack expansion project.  This extensive analysis will 
address aquifer recharge and Squaw Creek impacts, will include direct monitoring of creek flows, and 
will be undertaken during the summer and fall months.” 
 
 
Response SVPS-21 
See response SVPSD-3. 
 
 
Response SVPS-22 
The new PlumpJack well will be utilized to only supply the needs of the PlumpJack expansion project 
until additional analysis of the effects of increased pumping beyond the needs of the PlumpJack 
expansion project is completed. 
 
 
Response SVPS-23 
Comment noted.  The Groundwater Monitoring Report does not provide information on the Olympic 
House Loading Dock site or the Squaw Valley Lodge contamination.  Please refer to comment SVPS 
-13 for comments on the Squaw Valley Lodge previous contamination.   
 
 
Response SVPS-24 
Comment noted.  See response SVPS -16. 
 
 
Response SVPS-25 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS -20.  During the extensive analysis, demand estimates for 
Intrawest Phase 3 and 4 will be reviewed and updated, if required. 
 
 
Response SVPS-26 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS-19.  This well will utilize a properly designed sand pack 
to minimize future sanding problems. 
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Response SVPS-27 
Kleinfelder revises their conclusions in the report, dated September 19, 2003 to state that the model-
simulated impact from pumping 142 gallons per minute (gpm) for three years on flow rates in Squaw 
Creek is 1,000 gpd or approximately 5 gpm, averaged over an entire month.  Kleinfelder’s 
conclusions are based solely upon the memorandum from Derrik Williams to Mr. Rob 
Goldberg/PlumpJack, dated September 12, 2003.  In that memorandum, Mr. Williams noted that 
“This may be an important change in stream flows during summer and autumn months, when the 
stream flows are the lowest”. 
 
The model-simulated impact of pumping 10 gpm to supply the needs of the PlumpJack expansion 
project will result in less impact to Squaw Creek flows than from pumping 142 gpm.  Impacts to 
SVPSD #2 are minimal at a pumping rate of 10 gpm. 
 
A more extensive analysis of the effects of increased pumping will be undertaken by the beneficiary 
of the additional pumping if the new well is used to supply water beyond the needs of the PlumpJack 
expansion project.  This extensive analysis will address aquifer recharge and Squaw Creek impacts, 
will include direct monitoring of creek flows, and will be undertaken during the summer and fall 
months.  During the extensive analysis, demand estimates for Intrawest Phase 3 and 4 will be 
reviewed and updated, if required. 
 
Response SVPS-28 
Kleinfelder revises their conclusions in the report, dated September 19, 2003 to state that the model-
simulated impact from pumping the existing irrigation well may influence the flow direction of 
PlumpJack’s estimated hydrocarbon plume.  Again, Kleinfelder’s conclusions are based solely upon 
the memorandum from Derrik Williams to Mr. Rob Goldberg/ PlumpJack, dated September 12, 2003.  
In that memorandum, Mr. Williams noted that his conclusions are tentative and based on incomplete 
data.  He further noted that all known or suspected contaminant plumes should be rigorously 
monitored if the PlumpJack well is operated for water supply. 
 
Mitigation measure WAT-1d will be added: “A groundwater monitoring system will be implemented 
using early warning monitoring wells.  Observation well OW-1 and the existing irrigation well will be 
equipped as early warning monitoring wells and will be monitored quarterly in conjunction with other 
PlumpJack monitoring wells.” 
 
Response SVPS-29 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS -25. 
 
 
Response SVPS-30 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS -28. 
 
 
Response SVPS-31 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS -28. 
 
 
Response SVPS-32 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS -27.
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 
 
Squaw Valley Ski Corps 

Response SVSC-1 
Project-related impacts at the Squaw Valley Road/Chamonix Place intersection are considered to be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the statement that “Project-related impacts are anticipated for Squaw 
Valley Road/Chamonix Place intersection” will be deleted from the Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
section on page 4.  In addition, Section 4.3 on page 154 will be revised to be consistent with page 4.   
 
 
Response SVSC-2 
See response SVSC-1. 
 
 
Response SVSC-3  
Comment noted.  Mitigation Measure WQ-2j has been revised from, “No washing of vehicles or 
construction equipment, including cement mixers, shall be permitted anywhere in the subject 
property” to “Washing of vehicles or construction equipment, including cement mixers, shall be 
permitted only in areas where a temporary washout station is provided.” 
 
 
Response SVSC-4 
Comment noted.  It is not necessary to clarify Monday and Friday holidays specifically, since that is 
the intent of the measure.  However, the language has been changed to include National Holidays 
only.   The measures reads as follows: 
 
g) During the ski season, construction-related truck traffic shall be limited to after 10:00 a.m.  
and before 3:00 p.m.  during weekend days or any holiday weekends that includes either a Friday or a 
Monday, and during the seasonal period between December 22 and January 6.  Truck traffic shall not 
be allowed between the hours of 7:00 a.m.  to 10:00 a.m.  and between 3:00 p.m.  and 5:30 p.m. 
 
 
Response SVSC-5 
Comment noted.  The language was changed from “caused by a combination of high traffic demand 
exiting the Squaw Valley USA ski area” to “caused by a combination of high traffic demand from 
vehicles exiting the Squaw Valley area”. 
 
 
Response SVSC-6 
Comment noted.  The language was changed from “peak entering or exiting time periods  at the 
Squaw Valley Ski Area” to “peak entering and exiting time periods in the Squaw Valley area”. 
 
 
Response SVSC-7 
Comment noted.  The language was changed from “The proposed project is situated within the Squaw 
Valley Ski and Recreation Area” to “The proposed project is situated adjacent to the Squaw Valley 
Ski and Recreation Area at the end of Squaw Valley”. 
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Response SVSC-8 
Comment noted.  The proposed project requires a 10-foot variance for standard property setback.  The 
issue of snow removal interference, as a function of impact significance studies, will be considered by 
the County decision-makers before any variance is granted.   
 
 
Response SVSC-9 
Comment noted.  The portion of Squaw Creek proposed for rehabilitation is located on Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 096-020-021.  This parcel is owned by Squaw Valley preserve, Inc and the property 
owner has not been contacted yet about this rehabilitation.  Providing restoration services would 
appear to be a positive situation, benefiting both Squaw Creek and the property owner.  No text 
change is required. 
 
 
Response SVSC-10 
The Planned Development Calculations are reflected in the Traffic & Parking study prepared by LSC 
Transportation Consultants, Inc.  Please refer to Appendix H, Table 7, of the DEIR.  Parking 
requirements are defined for each use, as required by the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan.  Uses 
identified for the existing condition include 61 hotel rooms, office space, restaurant, ski shop and 
multi-purpose room.  The proposed condition reflects the additional units by the number of bedrooms.  
Parking calculations show 151 parking spaces are required.  The proposed number of parking spaces 
is 160 spaces, a surplus of 9 spaces.  No text change is required. 
 
 
Response SVSC-11  
The discussion of Impact WQ-1 language has been changed from, “Stormwater from paved parking 
areas will be collected in drainage inlets with pretreatment devices to remove oil & grease and course 
sediment” to “Stormwater from parking areas is proposed to be treated in either a 2-stage treatment 
system (consisting of pretreatment devices for oil, grease, and coarse sediment followed by treatment 
in a stormwater detention) or by a Stormfilter (or equal) stormwater treatment vaults.  Stormfilter 
vaults are sophisticated stormwater treatment devices that use various filter media to remove 
pollutants from stormwater (including fine sediment).” 
 
Response SVSC-12 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVSC-3. 
 
 
Response SVSC-13 
Comment noted.  Further clarifications have been obtained from the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
regarding the Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT).  This issue was discussed with the USFWS Reno 
Office (Ann Bowers, Fish and Wildlife Biologist), lead agency for recovery of the LCT.  They 
indicated that there are no populations of LCT in Squaw Creek, and there are no short-term recovery 
activities planned for this area.  Therefore, no limited operating period (construction) would be 
required for this project.   
 
Reference the Squaw Creek as a perennial stream has been changed to intermittent stream. 
 
 
Response SVSC-14 
Comment noted.  See SVSC-13. 
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Response SVSC-15 
Comment noted.  The sentence is amended to read: “The nearest two recorded occurrences of this 
plant are along the bank of Squaw Creek, near the junction of Squaw Creek and Highway 89, and to 
the south and east slopes of Silver Creek in the upper reaches of the Silver Creek drainage.”   
 
 
Response SVSC-16 
Comment noted.  See response SVSC-13. 
 
 
Response SVSC-17 
Comment noted.  No work will be allowed in the live stream, therefore, it is not expected that any 
sediments will be discharged into the creek.  Consequently, there will be a less than significant 
cumulative impact on the creek.  (Also refer to Mitigation measure BR-1). 
 
 
Response SVSC-18 
Comment noted.  See response SVSC-13. 
 
 
Response SVSC-19 
Comment noted.  While the actual processes of snowmaking is not necessary for this project, it is 
important to note that noise from snowmaking activities should be addressed in the 
existing/background noise conditions.  Retention of the snowmaking reference is fundamental to the 
understanding of noise conditions in the document. 
 
 
Response SVSC-20 
The project is estimated to result in a potential increase in two-way traffic volumes along Squaw 
Valley Road of about two percent near SR 89, and five percent near Chamonix Place.  Similarly, the 
potential increase in traffic volumes along SR 89 is expected to be approximately one percent at a 
point immediately north of Squaw Valley Road, and less than one percent to the south of Squaw 
Valley Road.  The significance of the potential impacts associated with these increases in traffic are 
assessed with respect to the specific impacts on intersection and roadway LOS, as presented in 
Section 3.12.3 Project Impacts and Mitigations.   
 
Regarding mitigation beyond payment of traffic impact fees, as discussed above, the project applicant 
should contribute its fair-share to two projects in Truckee.  In addition, the proposed project will 
generate an increase in Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOT), which currently fund the North Lake 
Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA) traffic management program.  (This program includes winter 
traffic control in Tahoe City, summer traffic control at Fanny Bridge, etc.) 
 
 
Response SVSC-21 
Comment noted.  However, the comparison of project-generated noise to current ambient noise 
conditions is relevant to the DEIR study and will not be omitted.  The qualitative comparison is 
relevant to periodic noise events in the project vicinity. 
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The third and fourth paragraphs mentioned in this comment provide a qualitative assessment of the 
typical noise effects expected at the site.  As noted in Measure N-1, typical building materials and 
techniques will provide attenuation from these potential noise events.  No text change is required. 
 
 
Response SVSC-22 
Comment noted.  See response SVSC-4. 
 
 
Response SVSC-23 
Comment noted.  Mention of the parking lot containing day-use parking for Squaw Valley USA ski 
resort has been removed. 
 
 
Response SVSC-24 
Comment noted and the text has been changed. 
 
 
Response SVSC-25 
Comment noted.  The language in this section has been changed from, “The results of the forensic 
analysis of the soil and groundwater samples from the wells located on the Ski Corporation parking 
lot have conclusively determined that the contamination across Squaw Valley Road at the Village at 
Squaw Valley site was not caused by the PlumpJack underground storage tank site” to “The detailed 
analysis performed by ZymaX presents irrefutable evidence that the diesel contamination found in the 
groundwater samples from wells MW98-01, MW98-02, and MW 98-05 are unrelated to the diesel 
and heavy oil contamination found in the soil samples from well MW99-01 located on the PJSVI 
Property.  Further, since MW99-01 is located between the point of release for the event that occurred 
on the PJSCI Property and the contamination found in the vicinity of MW98-05 in the Ski 
Corporation Parking Lot, the lack of any connection between the two diesel contaminants is further 
evidence that the contamination in the Ski Corporation Parking Lot is not the result of any event 
which occurred on the PJSVI Property.  The diesel contaminants analyzed in soil samples from 
MW99-01 indicate that this diesel is much more highly weathered than diesel contaminants found 
much further down gradient in the vicinity of well MW98-05.  This is exactly the opposite of what 
would be expected if in fact these two diesel contaminants were from the same source.  It also appears 
that the groundwater contamination is not migrating and that the contaminants are degrading by 
natural attenuation.” This information is provided in the PlumpJack October 8, 1999 Report of 
Contaminant Migration Section 8.0.  It is available for review at the Placer County Planning 
Department. 
 
 
Response SVSC-26  
Comment noted.  The language has been changed from “The District has implemented a moratorium 
on all new development within their service area until new sources of water are identified or until a 
new treatment plant is constructed to treat water of poorer quality” to “The Squaw Valley Public 
Service District commissioned a study entitled the “Squaw Valley Groundwater Development & 
Utilization Feasibility Study” to review water sources to meet the demand of Squaw Valley at 
buildout.  At this time, any permit or assurance of water service is issued on a first-come, first-served 
basis.  However, the District has stated that it does not have adequate water supply to issue permits.  
In some cases, the District may provide service via a negotiated agreement to develop new sources.” 
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Response SVSC-27 
Comment noted.  Watershed Management Plan changed to Draft Watershed Management Plan. 
 
 
Response SVSC-28 
Comment noted.  Changed from “areas located at the base of Squaw Valley USA” to “areas located in 
the western portion of Squaw Valley”. 
 
Comment noted.  Changed from “Squaw Valley USA parking lot” to “the Village at Squaw Valley 
USA”. 
 
 
Response SVSC-29 
According to the Village at Squaw Valley EIR, the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection operates at 
LOS B, not LOS A.  Footnote 2 on page 134 of the PlumpJack DEIR will be revised accordingly.  
The results of the PlumpJack traffic study indicate the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection 
operates at LOS C, based on updated Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies.  In response 
to the comment about “piecemeal alterations of an existing study”, the PlumpJack study is not based 
on an alteration of the existing (Village) study.  Rather, the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road turning-
movement volumes were pulled from the existing (Village) study for use in the PlumpJack LOS 
analysis.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include the Village at Squaw Valley USA 
(the Village).  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at the time the notice 
of preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project. 
 
Page 134 discusses existing conditions without the project.  A discussion of the existing LOS at the 
Squaw Valley Road/Chamonix Place intersection will be added to this page.  However, project 
impacts on this intersection are discussed in Section 3.12.3 on page 137.  Project-related impacts at 
the Squaw Valley Road / Chamonix Place intersection are considered to be less than significant.  
Therefore, the statement that “Project-related impacts are anticipated for Squaw Valley Road 
/Chamonix Place intersection” will be deleted from the Unavoidable Adverse Impacts section on page 
4. 
 
 
Response SVSC-30 
The description of the program will be deleted from the Regulatory Framework section.  However, it 
is important to mention the metering of traffic at the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection, as it 
directly affects the results of the LOS analysis.  According to the Squaw Valley Traffic Management 
Agreement (Placer County and Squaw Valley Ski Corp, 1998), a traffic metering control station will 
be operated at the intersection of Squaw Valley Road and Highway 89.  Therefore, metering of the 
eastbound right-turn lane will be included in the traffic study.  The description of the SR 89/Squaw 
Valley Road intersection on page 133 will state that “Manual control of the SR 89/Squaw Valley 
Road intersection is typically provided on weekends and is usually limited to the afternoon peak 
period when skiers are leaving the ski area.”   
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Response SVSC-31 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include the Village at Squaw Valley 
USA.  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at the time the notice of 
preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project.   However, on page 139, the phrase “...with the 
parking relocated to a new parking structure to be built to the southeast of the Village” will be 
deleted. 
 
 
Response SVSC-32 
As shown in Table 8, under cumulative 2010 plus project conditions, the LOS at the Squaw Valley 
Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection is good, and the Squaw Valley Road/Chamonix Place 
intersection LOS meets the applicable standards.  Now that the Village is in place, it is evident that 
there is no potential for those intersections to fail, even with the addition of the proposed PlumpJack 
project.   
 
The existing PlumpJack uses are included in the parking demand calculations for the proposed 
project.  The parking requirements are based on the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan.  Typically, a 
Traffic and Parking Impact Analysis for a proposed development does not evaluate the existing 
parking balance. 
 
 
Response SVSC-33 
According to the Squaw Valley Traffic Management Agreement (Placer County and Squaw Valley 
Ski Corp, 1998), a traffic metering control station will be operated at the intersection of Squaw Valley 
Road and Highway 89.  County staff recently confirmed this agreement is valid.  Therefore, metering 
of the eastbound right-turn lane is pertinent to the traffic study.  The description of the SR 89/Squaw 
Valley Road intersection on page 133 will state that “Manual control of the SR 89/Squaw Valley 
Road intersection is typically provided on weekends and is usually limited to the afternoon peak 
period when skiers are leaving the ski area.” 
 
 
Response SVSC-34 
As discussed above, the revised traffic study will identify the project’s fair-share contribution to two 
projects in the Town of Truckee.  As a regional traffic management program does not exist, there is 
no way to define what dollar amount should be contributed to such a program.  However, the 
proposed project will generate an increase in Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOT), which currently 
fund the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA) traffic management program.  (This 
program includes winter traffic control in Tahoe City, summer traffic control at Fanny Bridge, etc.) 
 
 
Response SVSC-35 
As requested, the reference to “ski” traffic will be omitted.  Although metering the eastbound right-
turn movement from Squaw Valley Road would not fix the LOS problem on SR 89, it is relevant to 
this analysis because it is required by the Squaw Valley Traffic Management Agreement (Placer 
County and Squaw Valley Ski Corp, 1998). 
 
 
Response SVSC-36 
Comment noted.  “Exiting ski-traffic” changed to “exiting traffic”. 
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Response SVSC-37 
Comment noted.  However, snow-related maintenance activities create a significant noise impact 
compared to other existing noise sources.  Reference to snow-related maintenance activities was 
intended to qualitatively compare the potential noise effects relative to interior noise conditions 
between the Lower Intensity Alternative with the proposed project.  Fewer project residents would be 
exposed to noise generated by snow maintenance activities for the Lower Intensity Alternative than 
for the proposed project (due to additional residential uses/residents). 
 
 
Response SVSC-38 
Comment noted.  See response SVSC-37 regarding noise exposure for fewer residents. 
 
 
Response SVSC-39 
Comment noted.  The County adhered to the legal notification requirements required for public 
review of the Draft EIR document.   
 
Scientific information provided in this report was prepared by registered geologist Kevin Brown and 
laboratory testing performed by Zymax in accordance with EPA testing methodology.  Preparation of 
additional information by a financial company does not modify any scientific findings. 
 
 
Response SVSC-40 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Table 1 of Appendix F, the “Groundwater Monitoring Report July 
2002 PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn and Ski Corporation Parking Lot”.  The two monitoring wells on 
the PlumpJack property are numbered MW-99-01 and MW-99-02.  These wells were sampled from 
1999 to 2004.  Monitoring information for MW-99-01 indicates that TPHd levels were non-detectable 
except in 2000 when the level was 160 micrograms per liter and on August 6, 2003 when the level 
was 120 micrograms per liter.  For MW-99-02 TPHd levels were non-detectable at every testing date.  
Please note that this monitoring well was inaccessible during one testing event and dry at two others.  
TPHd levels remain virtually undetectable in these two wells, with the exception of two testing 
events.  However, the TPHd found in the PlumpJack wells is consistent with motor oil, while the 
TPHd in the Ski Corporation Parking Lot is associated with diesel fuel The PlumpJack October 8, 
1999 Report of Contaminant Migration details the testing and analysis of soil and water samples in 
sections 7.4.5 and 7.4.6.  These analyses were performd by Dr Issac Kaplan of Zymax Forensics.  The 
analysis concluded that the hydrocarbons in the soil samples from MW-99-01-10.0 was a motor oil 
(7.4.6 (a)) and that the hydrocarbons in the soil sample from MW-99-01-15.0 was a highly degraded 
Bunker C heating oil or Motor Oil (7.4.6 (b)). 
 
 
Response SVSC-41 
Comment noted.  According to Placer County, wells 98-03 and 98-06 were destroyed in June of 2000.  
Additional detail regarding this destruction is not available at this time.  Placer County Environmental 
Health does not have copies of a permit for the destruction of these wells.  The proper destruction 
methodology will be ascertained by Placer County Environmental Health Services at the time the 
remediation is closed by their office and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board and the 
remaining wells are destroyed. 
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Response SVSC-42 
Comment noted, Please refer to response SVSC 40.  Please note that data was collected from 
monitoring wells from 1999-2002. 
 
 
Response SVSC-43 
The report was current at the time the notice of preparation was filed as consistent with CEQA 
requirements.  PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn provides regular monitoring reports to the Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  This agency is responsible for addressing any contamination.   
 
 
Response SVSC-44 
Page 4 will be revised accordingly.  (The “morning and evening” phrase will be deleted.) Page 131 of 
the DEIR and Page 4 of Appendix H will be revised accordingly. 
 
 
Response SVSC-45 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include the Village at Squaw Valley 
USA.  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at the time the notice of 
preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project. 
 
 
Response SVSC-46 
The PlumpJack LOS analysis is based on updated Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies, 
which include updated software.  The LOS results at both intersections differ from those presented in 
the Village at Squaw Valley USA EIR.  The description of the Squaw Valley Road/Chamonix Place 
intersection will be added on Page 134, and it will be made clear that Footnote 2 applies to both 
intersections.   
 
 
Response SVSC-47 
The description of the program will be deleted from page 11.  However, it is important to mention the 
metering of traffic at the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection, as it directly affects the results of 
the LOS analysis.  According to the Squaw Valley Traffic Management Agreement (Placer County 
and Squaw Valley Ski Corp, 1998), a traffic metering control station will be operated at the 
intersection of Squaw Valley Road and Highway 89.  County staff recently confirmed this agreement 
is valid.  Therefore, metering of the eastbound right-turn lane is pertinent to the traffic study.  The 
description of the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection on page 9 of Appendix H will state that 
“Manual control of the SR 89/Squaw Valley Road intersection is typically provided on weekends and 
is usually limited to the afternoon peak period when skiers are leaving the ski area.” 
 
 
Response SVSC-48 
The distribution of project-generated trips is not based on the traffic volumes on SR 89.  Rather, it’s 
consistent with the Village at Squaw Valley USA EIR distribution, which is based on existing traffic 
counts, guest origin information from the Resort at Squaw Creek, skier survey results collected as part 
of the State Route 89 Transitway Feasibility Study (1996), intercept survey results contained in the 
North Lake Tahoe Tourism Development Master Plan (1995), and personal interviews with Squaw 
Valley Ski Corporation, Intrawest, and North Lake Tahoe Resort Association staff regarding the 
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expected demographics of Village employees and visitors.  This explanation will be added on page 15 
of Appendix H.   
 
 
Response SVSC-49 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include improvements associated with the 
Village at Squaw Valley USA.  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at 
the time the notice of preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project.  However, on page 139, the 
phrase “...with the parking relocated to a new parking structure to be built to the southeast of the 
Village” will be deleted. 
 
 
Response SVSC-50 
As explained on page 18, the Village at Squaw Valley EIR does not present 2010 traffic volume 
estimates for the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection.  The paragraph quoted above 
explains how the 2010 traffic volumes at this intersection are estimated.  Please reference Figure 4 on 
page 16 of Appendix H for the project-generated peak-hour traffic volumes.  As shown, the project is 
expected to add 27 eastbound left turns and 11 southbound right turns to the Squaw Peak 
Road/Squaw Valley Road intersection.  As indicated in Table 8 on page 26, the project would not 
impact the LOS at this intersection.  However, it would increase the delay on the eastbound approach 
by up to 0.9 second. 
 
 
Response SVSC-51 
The 50% reduction for uses associated with the hotel is allowed by the Placer County Code.  Whether 
the restaurant and ski shop are owned by the same company or by separate entities would not affect 
their use.  That is, the restaurant and ski shop would act as auxiliary uses to the hotel, even if they are 
owned by individual entities.  Therefore, the 50% reduction is appropriate for these land uses.  Under 
typical conditions, no parking problems are expected to be associated with the multi-purpose room.  
Furthermore, if the multi-purpose room is used for a maximum- attendance public (non-hotel guests) 
event during a time when the hotel is fully occupied, the parking demand would increase by 
approximately nine spaces.  The resulting parking balance would be zero, indicating no parking 
shortfall.  This explanation will be added to the traffic study text.   
 
The existing parking balance is typically not evaluated in a Traffic and Parking Impact Analysis for a 
proposed development.   The existing PlumpJack land uses are included in the parking demand 
calculations for the proposed project.  The existing parking spaces are included in the total proposed 
parking supply (the existing parking spaces are not used as a starting point).  The parking 
requirements are based on the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan. 
 
As shown in Table 7, 0.75 space is required for each proposed bedroom.  In addition, 0.25 space is 
required for each lock-out unit.  The total parking requirement per lock-out unit is therefore one space 
(0.75 plus 0.25), assuming each lock-out unit contains one bedroom.  This explanation will be 
included in the revised traffic study text. 
 
 
Response SVSC-52 
According to the Squaw Valley Traffic Management Agreement (Placer County and Squaw Valley 
Ski Corp, 1998), a traffic metering control station will be operated at the intersection of Squaw Valley 
Road and Highway 89.  County staff recently confirmed this agreement is valid.  Therefore, metering 
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of the eastbound right-turn lane is pertinent to the traffic study.  The description of the SR 89/Squaw 
Valley Road intersection on page 9 of Appendix H will state that “Manual control of the SR 
89/Squaw Valley Road intersection is typically provided on weekends and is usually limited to the 
afternoon peak period when skiers are leaving the ski area.” 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 
 
H. Spencer Bloch, MD 

Response HSB-1 
Comment noted. The County will consider this project based on its specific objectives, irrespective of 
previous, adjacent development approvals. 
 
 
Response HSB-2 
The architect has indicated that there are several features of the project that have taken the adjacent 
neighbors views into consideration. A review of the building elevations illustrates that only the most 
southeasterly corner of the project, near the Squaw Valley Tram Structure, has six stories (actual 5.5 
stories due to messanine). The majority of the project is proposed at five stories (actual 4.5 stories due 
to messanine).  Likewise, the trash and loading area has been incorporated into the building and is not 
a separate, stand alone structure. This area has been placed in a location where the facade of the 
adjacent Squaw Valley Tram Condominiums does not have view windows (only small “bathroom-
type” windows).  Approval of the reduced setback will be considered in conjunction with the Use 
Permit considerations. 
 
 
Response HSB-3 
This statement is in reference to the size and bulk of the nearby Village at Squaw Valley (Intrawest) 
development. 
 
 
Response HSB-4 
Comment noted.  While the Tram Building is for skiing and not living, it establishes a visual image, 
including its height. The proximity of the Intrawest development to the proposed project is also a 
comparable condition.  The area or distance between the Intrawest development and the proposed 
project does not form a natural divide. Past and recent development within this general area, including 
the Intrawest development, establish a contiguous setting of similar development intensities and 
architectural features. This creates an alpine atmosphere throughout, not only for the proposed 
project. In addition, the project architect has indicated that the exterior fenestration has not yet been 
designed. Design review approval is also required. 
 
 
Response HSB-5 
Comment and opinion noted. Corrections on page 111 will be made to the text regarding building 
heights: 
 
“Existing residential development to the west (two-story Squaw Valley Tram Condominiums) and 
south (three-story Squaw Valley Lodge Condominiums) of the proposed development area currently 
have views of mountain features that are unobstructed or substantially unobstructed to the east and 
north across the existing parking lot area.” 
 
 
Response HSB-6 
The reference to “very little vegetation . . .”  refers to the disturbed parking and basin areas. Other 
vegetation (e.g., trees) is present on the site as described on page 38. 
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Response HSB-7 
Comment noted.  The percentage estimates used different baselines. For the hydrology/water quality 
percentage, the estimate was electronically calculated by the project engineers. For the biological 
resources percentage, the estimate was calculated through the use of a planimeter, a manual 
measuring device, thus explaining the difference. Text on page 56 will be revised: 
 
“Currently, 50.8% of the site is covered with impervious surfaces, and the proposed project will result 
in a total of 67.7% of impervious surface coverage when completed.”  
 
Regarding development of the parking area, the commentor is correct regarding the loss of this area 
as a separation between the existing PlumpJack Inn and adjacent residences. 
 
 
Response HSB-8 
Comment noted.  Refer to HSB-2 and SVTCA-7.  The findings included in the Final EIR that address 
the variance are reproduced as follows: 
 
a) A reduction in the front setback to 10’ is not inconsistent with the setback reductions 

currently enjoyed by the Plumpjack Squaw Valley Inn (a commercial building) and the Tram 
Condominiums (a residential building).  Both of these structures are situated 10’ from the 
property line that fronts onto Squaw Peak Road.  The Tram Building, located directly across 
Squaw Peak Road from the Plumpjack Squaw Valley Inn, enjoys a setback reduction of 2.5’ 
from property line.  The reduction in setback for the proposed residential expansion project 
will provide consistency in streetscape design with respect to nearby properties. 

b) Other properties have the option of applying for a variance given the same situation.  
Commercial properties and tourist accommodation properties are allowed a front setback of 
10 feet according to the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance. 

c) Multi-family Residential and Timeshare Condominiums are permitted uses in this Zone 
District.  The Zone District is Village Commercial identified in the Squaw Valley General 
Plan. 

d) The granting of the Variance will not adversely affect public health or safety and is not 
materially detrimental to the public welfare, nor injurious to nearby property or 
improvements.  The proposed plan has been preliminarily reviewed by the Squaw Valley Fire 
Department.  They will be able to provide fire protection and the access will comply with 
their standards.  The building will be fire sprinkled and other fire protection systems will be 
constructed with the building.  The scope of the project is primarily on the property owned by 
PlumpJack with the exception of the improvements proposed to the bank of Squaw Creek.  
Improvements to Squaw Creek will help solve erosion problems and reduce impacts to 
Squaw Creek.  The well will be designed to meet all State and County Health Department 
requirements.  The proposed parking and roadway areas will comply with Placer County 
Development standards.  The building will comply with the current Uniform Building Code 
and all Placer County Building requirements. 

e) The procedure for attaining a variance will comply with the Placer County General Plan and 
the Placer County Zoning Ordinance. 

f) Since it will be problematic to move the building back ten feet and given the constraints of 
the property, the requested variance is the minimum departure from the requirements of this 
ordinance. 
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Response HSB-9 
Comment noted. The calculations are correct with the lock-out units considered. Placer County does 
not require additional parking space to be provided for lock-out units. 
 
 
Response HSB-10 
Comment noted.  Traffic congestion has been studied and mitigation measures developed.  Mitigation 
measures are presented by a professional traffic/transportation consultant will assist in reducing 
project-related congestion. 
 
 
Response HSB-11 
PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn has an existing irrigation well that has been used for 15 years. A new 
well will be drilled and dedicated to the SVPSD. This well will then be operated in conjunction with 
the other wells in the SVPSD well field.  
 
The projected use for PlumpJack is 14,600 gallons per day (GPD) in August with an average use of 
7,300 gpd. These date include 2,500 gpd of irrigation pumping in August with average irrigation 
pumping of 1,000 gpd. Irrigation pumping has occurred over the last 15 years using the existing 
irrigation well. Therefore, the additional water use for the project has been reduced by 2,500 gpd 
during August to 12,100 gpd and by an average of 1,000 gpd to 4,840 gpd. See also response SVPS-
17. 
 
This well gives the SVPSD a well in a different part of Squaw Valley than the other wells in the well 
field. This adds flexibility in water system management for an increase in demand of 12,100 gpd in 
August and an average of 4,842 gpd. 
 
The typical annual change in groundwater levels is 15 feet. The change noted was 12 feet and is due 
to seasonal variation.  
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Response HSB-12 
The proposed project will not increase the likelihood of flooding on adjacent properties. The final 
design of the project will include a detailed analysis of 100-year flood flows (including tributary areas 
upstream of the proposed project). The project will not be allowed to increase peak flows or increase 
the depth of flooding upstream or downstream of the project. The project will not block or cause 
flood flows to back up onto upstream properties. 
 
 
Response HSB-13 
Comment noted.  Any discharge of fill into Squaw Creek requires a number of resource agency 
permits an must be mitigated or compensated accordingly.  Minimization measures are designed to 
limit or remove the potential of discharge occurring.  Furthermore, the proposed bank stabilization 
techniques have had historical success in similar areas.  Regarding justification of bank stabilization, 
the potential for a much higher degree of damage via erosion would occur if bank enhancement is not 
conducted. 
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Response SVTCA-4 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-2, SVTCA-2 and SVTCA-3.   
 
 
Response SVTCA-5 
Comment noted.  It is not necessary to address neighboring properties in responding to Land Use 
Policy 1.0.10, therefore no text change is required.  Please note that this project area is located in an 
area that is zoned Village Commercial.  See response SVTCA-3, SVTCA-2, HSB-2, SVTCA-9.   
 
 
Response SVTCA-6 
Comment noted.  The language for the response for general plan policy 1.0.10 has been revised from, 
“The proposed building is clustered next to the tram building, the tallest existing building in the area.  
The tram building height is comparable to the proposed structure” to “The proposed building is 
adjacent to the 79- foot tram building and across the street from the 77-foot tall Village at Squaw 
Valley.  The proposed building is also adjacent to the two-story tram condominiums and across the 
street from the three-story Squaw Valley Lodge.  The tallest buildings remain in the Village core area, 
and are adjacent to smaller multi-family residential buildings.” 
 
Alternatives to the proposed project (including a lower structure) are discussed in Section 5.0 
Alternatives Analysis.  See also comment response SVTCA-5 and SVTCA-2. 
 
 
Response SVTCA-7 
Comment noted.  The required rear setback for this property is 10 feet.  The PlumpJack expansion is 
proposing placing the expansion 20 feet from the rear property line, rather than the required 10 feet.  
The structure could be placed 10 feet from Squaw Creek, but requested a variance to the front setback 
to place the building footprint closer to the street.  This was considered preferable to placing the 
structure closer to Squaw Creek.  However, Granting of the variance will be a County decision that 
considers the potential implications of the project.  Landscaping in front of the building is proposed.  
Also refer to Response HSB-8. 
 
The site of the proposed building is an existing paved parking area.  Snow is currently being removed 
from this paved area.  The proposed project will remove this existing paved parking area and replace 
it with a building that includes parking under the building.  This will eliminate the need for snow 
removal from the existing paved parking area.  The area within the proposed 10’ setback and the 
proposed landscape areas on-site will provide adequate area for snow storage.  See response HSB-2 
and MWE-5. 
 
 
Response SVTCA-8 
See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, and HSB-4. 
 
 
Response SVTCA-9 
Comment noted.  The EIR indicates that the loss of views and sunrises will be significant and cannot 
be mitigated.  The project architect has indicated that the exterior fenestration has not yet been 
designed.  Design review approval is also required.  Also refer to HSB-2. 
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Response SVTCA-10 
Comment noted.   The light and glare effects are not expected to be significant from the development.  
All project lighting would be oriented away from adjacent uses and shielded where necessary to 
control glare.  The statement in the EIR is clarified as follows: 
 
“The primary adverse effects of spillover light on residences comes from very bright exterior lights 
which can result in night lighting interior rooms through windows.  Given the distance to adjacent 
residences and the nature of the proposed lighting (including shields on outdoor security lighting), the 
increased lighting is not expected to adversely effect the behavior of people because the project site is 
not located adjacent to any existing residential uses with private yards.  Therefore impacts associated 
with light and glare are considered less than significant (Significance criteria VIS-e).” 
 
 
Response SVTCA-11 
Comment noted.  Reference to Squaw Valley Tram Condominiums to two-stories has been corrected.  
Also refer to comment HSB-5. 
 
 
Response SVTCA-12 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include improvements associated with the 
Village at Squaw Valley USA.  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at 
the time the notice of preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project. 
 
 
Response SVTCA-13 
Comment noted.  This alternative was included in the DEIR to show the difference between a three-
story project (alternative) and the proposed project (at six-stories).
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

McDermott, Will and Emery 

Response MWE-1 
Comment noted.  Short-term views refers to the views in the foreground, as opposed to views of a 
mid-range or long-range distance.  With the proposed project, since the structures will be higher than 
the surrounding structures, the views of the immediate foreground area will be affected.  Mid-range 
and long-range views will be less affected since background features will remain visible (depending 
on location) due to higher elevations.  Refer to response HSB-2, and SVTCA-9. 
 
 
Response MWE-2 
Comment noted.  The EIR findings are not expected to condone or condemn the project.  Rather, it is 
the objective of the EIR to present an objective perspective of the existing conditions compared with 
the proposed conditions with project.  Alternatives to the proposed project (including a lower 
structure and alternative uses) are discussed in Section 5.0 Alternatives Analysis. 
 
 
Response MWE-3 
Comment noted.  Some of the environmental effects outlined with the alternatives, in comparison 
with the proposed project, will be reduced.  For the commercial alternative, it would be expected that 
traffic impacts would increase due to the higher traffic generation rates for commercial uses (when 
compared with residential). 
 
 
Response MWE-4 
Comment noted.  1.K.1b reads that the County shall require that new development in scenic areas is 
planned and designed in a manner which employs design, construction, and maintenance techniques 
that incorporate design and screening measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded 
areas. 
 
For design measures also refer to response HSB-2.  Page 33 of the DEIR, 1.K.5 states that “New 
parking areas are indoors and will not be visible.  No new roads are proposed.  All utilities will be 
placed underground.”  Refer also to response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, and SVTCA-9. 
 
This project provides 35% open space, and development is proposed to be set back 10 feet from the 
front property line, 5 feet from the side and 20 feet from the rear property line (required rear setback 
is 10 feet).  Please refer to Figure 2.3.A, the proposed site plan.  149 bedrooms are proposed and the 
Squaw Valley General Plan allows 160 bedrooms.  Allowable site coverage is 30% and the project 
proposes 20.4% site coverage.  If the proposed variance is approved by the County, the structure will 
be set back 20 feet from Squaw Creek and 10 feet from Squaw Peak Road.  Refer also to response 
HSB-2. 
 
 
Response MWE-5 
Comment noted.   Development intensity, including the size and bulk, are permitting in the General 
Plan land use designations and zoning district. 
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Response MWE-6 
Comment noted.  Refer to Response MWE-4. 
 
 
Response MWE-7 
Comment noted.  Refer to response SVTCA-10 
 
 
Response MWE-8 
Comment noted.  Refer to response MWE-3. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Granite Peak Management 

Resopnse GPM-1 
Structure height is addressed in Section 3.7 of the EIR, Visual/Aesthetics.  Section 3.7.4 Level of 
Significance After Mitigation states that the proposed project will result in a significant impact on 
visual resources (views) for the proposed expansion and no mitigation measures are available for this 
impact.  See also response SVTCA-9. 
 
Structural mass is addressed in Section 3.1 Land Use.  Please refer to the Planned Development 
Ordinance (PD) calculations that show the proposed project in compliance with the number of 
bedrooms per acre as well as allowable gross floor area.  Refer to section 3.7 for visual/aesthetic 
issues regarding the proposed structure.  See also response SVTCA-1. 
 
The following sentence has been added to Section 3.1.3 of the DEIR to include Squaw Valley 
General Plan zoning designations for surrounding properties.  The following has been inserted, “The 
following surrounding properties are zoned Village Commercial (in which multi-family residential 
and timeshare condominiums are a permitted use): The PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn, Squaw Valley 
Lodge (South), Squaw Valley Tram Building(South), and the Village at Squaw Valley (East).  The 
Squaw Valley Tram Condominiums located to the West are zoned High Density Residential and 
Squaw Creek located to the North of the project area is designated Conservation Preserve.“ 
See also comment HSB-2 and SVTCA-6. 
 
 
Response GPM-2 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, and MWE-5.   
 
 
Response GPM-3 
Please refer to response SVTCA-3 and HSB-2. 
 
 
Response GPM-4 
Comment noted.  Visual character is discretionary and therefore the EIR includes Design review 
approval as stated in Section 2.5 of the DEIR.  See also response SVTCA-2, HSB-2 and SVTCA-9. 
 
 
Response GPM-5 
Comment noted.  Policy 1.O.3a is addressed in this comment response and that this County policy is 
written especially for those projects outside of village, urban and commercial centers.   
 
The language in this response has been changed from, “The building, located in the valley, will not 
silhouette against the sky above ridgelines or hilltops.  Colors and materials for the structure will be 
selected to help blend with the natural background.  The natural terrain is flat and the structure will 
work with the natural terrain.  Roof lines and vertical architectural features blend with and do not 
detract from the natural background or ridge outline” to “This property is zoned “Village 
Commercial”.  The building, located in the valley, will not silhouette against the sky above ridgelines 
or hilltops.  The mountains behind the proposed PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn are massive and will 
remain the primary visual focus.  The proposed building will be below the ridgeline of the Tram 
building and the Village at Squaw Valley.  The building will be above the ridgeline for the Tram 
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Condominiums and just above the ridgeline of the  Squaw Valley Lodge .  Colors and materials for 
the structure will be selected to help blend with the natural background.  The natural terrain is flat and 
the structure will work with the natural terrain.  Roof lines and vertical architectural features blend 
with and do not detract from the natural background or ridge outline.“ See also response SVTCA-5 
and SVTCA-3. 
 
 
Response GPM-6 
Comment noted.  Refer to response SVTCA-6 
 
 
Response GPM-7 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-3.  It is not anticipated that roof eaves will be within the 
proposed 10-foot front setback, however, Section 17.54.150 of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance 
states that, “Certain building, roof and wall features and building equipment, including but not limited 
to chimneys (only those without foundations and which do not touch the ground (e.g.  cantilevered 
chimney chases on the second story of a residence, etc.)), bay windows, cornices, eaves, canopies, 
landings, stairways, and similar architectural features (not including decks thirty (30) inches or more 
above natural grade, porches, or other indoor or outdoor living areas), and equipment such as solar 
collectors and air conditioning equipment may extend into required setbacks as follows, where 
consistent with the requirements of Section 504 and Section 1711 of the Uniform Building Code: 
front and rear setbacks-such features and equipment may extend into any required front or rear 
setback a maximum of five feet; provided, that any equipment (other than window-mounted air 
conditioners) shall be screened from the view of any public road.” Cantilevered living space is not 
permitted in the setback per the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, and is not proposed. 
 
 
Response GPM-8 
The project proponent is not proposing non-compliance with the rear setback.  In fact the proposed 
project is set back 20 feet from Squaw Creek, and the rear setback requirement is 10 feet.  See also 
response SVTCA-3. 
 
 
Response GPM-9 
Comment noted.  Granting of the variance will be a County decision that considers the potential 
implications of the project.  By adjusting the building setback line, the line of sight from adjacent 
vantages could be affected accordingly.  The EIR acknowledges the potential impacts from 
constructing the six-story structure on the project site. 
 
Although a sun/shade analysis was not conducted for the project, the angle of the sun and the sun 
exposure to the Squaw Valley Tram Condominiums will vary in accordance with the time of year.  In 
the summer, with the sun higher in the sky, the sun exposure will be greater than during the winter 
season.  In the absence of a sun/shade analysis, the effects from additional ten feet adjustment to the 
setback line on shading cannot be precisely determined.  However, the sun angle is lower or greater 
from a southerly direction.  Since the setback adjustment is proposed on the north side, it would 
appear that there would be no effect or an imperceptible effect. 
 
There currently is a shading effect with the existing pine trees.  With the proposed six-story structure, 
shading, including potential ice accumulation from shading, is not expected to be significantly 
different than the existing condition. 
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Response GPM-10 
Comment noted.  Granting a variance will be a County decision that considers each finding listed in 
Impact LU-1.  Refer to response HSB-8.  The use of the word “problematic” refers to item (a) in the 
rational for the Variance approval (Impact LU-1); “Moving the building back ten feet would move it 
closer to Squaw Creek which may cause impacts to the creek and the limits of the 100-year floodplain 
and the 100’ setback from the centerline of Squaw Creek.  The location of the proposed building is 
the narrowest portion of the property.” 
 
 
Response GPM-11 
See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and SVTCA-6. 
 
 
Response GPM-12 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-3 regarding project alternatives.  Refer to response SVTCA-10 
regarding lighting. 
 
 
Response GPM-13 
For the purposes of this analysis, existing conditions do not include improvements associated with the 
Village at Squaw Valley USA.  The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at 
the time the notice of preparation was filed for the PlumpJack project. 
 
 
Response GPM-14  
The Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection is stop-controlled on the eastbound (Squaw 
Peak Road) and southbound (Squaw Valley Road) approaches.  As this analysis was initiated prior to 
Village construction, existing conditions do not include improvements associated with the Village at 
Squaw Valley USA.  That is, “pre-Village” conditions are analyzed.  Under pre-Village conditions, 
all approaches on the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road operated at a good Level-Of-Service 
(LOS B or better), with or without the PlumpJack project. 
 
The Village is evaluated as a future condition, which was correct at the time the notice of preparation 
was filed for the PlumpJack project.  Under future conditions (with the Village), the LOS at this 
intersection is not expected to deteriorate.  In order to verify this statement, P.M. peak-hour turning-
movement counts were conducted at the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection by LSC 
staff on Saturday, March 26, 2005.  According to Squaw Valley Ski Corp staff, the total lift ticket 
sales on the day the counts were performed equates to about  75 percent of the sales on the peak 
winter day, which typically occurs during earlier winter months.  Therefore, the counts represent a 
relatively busy winter day with the first two phases  of the Village complete.  Table 1 summarizes the 
intersection turning-movement count data.  As indicated, the peak hour occurred from 4:00 p.m. to 
5:00 p.m., and the total traffic volume through the intersection during this period was approximately 
252 vehicles. 
 
In addition, the queue lengths on the eastbound and southbound approaches were recorded every 30 
seconds.  The average queue length on the eastbound (Squaw Peak Road) approach during the peak 
hour is less than 1 vehicle.  The calculated average delay per vehicle on this approach is 
approximately 19.8 seconds, which equates to an acceptable LOS C.  Similarly, the average queue on 
the southbound (Squaw Valley Road) approach is less than 1 vehicle, with a calculated average delay 
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of 5.4 seconds per vehicle (LOS A).  Although the average delays would increase slightly with the 
addition of PlumpJack project-generated traffic and pedestrians, the LOS would not be affected.  
 
Finally, future phases of the Village are planned to eliminate the existing day-skier parking lot located 
between Phase One of the Village and Squaw Creek.  As a result, the number of pedestrians walking 
from the day-skier parking lot through the Squaw Valley Road/Squaw Peak Road intersection would 
be reduced. Therefore, it can be concluded that under future conditions (with the Village), the LOS at 
this intersection is not expected to deteriorate.  Consequently, no mitigation is necessary. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 
Wajih and Nayla Sleiman, Squaw Valley Lodge 

Response WS-1, HSB-2, SVTCA-9, and MWE-1. 
Comment noted. See response HSB-2.  As noted in the EIR Impact VIS-1, obstruction of adjacent 
views cannot be avoided with a six-story building.  Thus the impact on visual resources is considered 
significant and cannot be mitigated. 
 
 
Response WS-2 
With the proposed project, the PlumpJack driveways along Squaw Peak Road are expected to 
generate up to 14 inbound vehicles and 32 outbound vehicles during the peak hour.  The Squaw 
Valley Lodge contains approximately 200 units.  Based on the same trip generation rates applied to 
the PlumpJack units,  the Squaw Valley Lodge is estimated to generate about 37 inbound and 86 
outbound vehicle trips during the peak hour.  Assuming all the PlumpJack vehicles use one driveway 
along Squaw Peak Road directly opposite a Squaw Valley Lodge driveway (in reality, the PlumpJack 
traffic would be distributed to multiple driveways), all approaches on the Squaw Peak 
Road/PlumpJack/Squaw Valley Lodge intersection would maintain a good LOS (LOS B or better).  
Furthermore, there are no driver sight distance deficiencies at this location that would impact traffic 
operations along Squaw Peak Road.  This information will be added to the revised traffic study. 
 
 
Response WS-3 
Comment noted.  Water, sewer and trash collection services will increase with the additional 
residential uses.  However, as noted in the EIR, these services can be accommodated by the 
service/utility agencies without generated a significant impact. 
 
Response WS-4 
Comment noted.   Refer to response MWE-5. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Fred Ilfeld Jr. 

Response FI-1 
Comment noted. Photo simulations and architectural elevations are in the preliminary design phase. 
The project architect has indicated that the exterior fenestration has not yet been designed. See also 
SVTCA-2. 
 
 
Response FI-2 
See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and  SVTCA-6. 
 
 
Response FI-3 
Comment noted. See responses HSB-8, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-7, and GPM-7. 
 
 
Response FI-4 
Comment noted.   Refer to response WS-1. 
 
 
Response FI-5 
Comment noted. See response T-1 and T-2. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Pamela Rocca 

Response PR-1 
Refer to the third paragraph under Effects Considered to be Less than Significant on page 148 of the 
DEIR for discussion of solid waste disposal and states that the use of bear resistant containers is 
proposed. 
 
 
Response PR-2 
Comment noted.  Please see response HSB-11, JC-1, and SVPS-25.  The model-simulated impact 
from pumping 142 gallons per minute (gpm) for three years on flow rates in Squaw Creek is 1,000 
gpd or approximately 5 gpm.  The stream flow data now being collected by the SVPSD will be used 
in the more extensive analysis. 
 
 
Response PR-3 
Comment noted.  Mitigation measures have been included in the EIR that require monitoring of the 
most culturally-sensitive areas during grading.  If resources are encountered during grading, the 
contractor is required to stop work and notify the County. 
 
 
Response PR-4 
Comment noted. See responses to HSB-2 and WS-1. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

John Chisholm 

Response JC-1 
Comment noted.  Please see response SVPS-27 and SVPS-20.  The model-simulated impact of 
pumping 10 gpm to supply the needs of the PlumpJack expansion project will result in less impact to 
Squaw Creek flows than from pumping 142 gpm.  Project changes in flow of Squaw Creek due to 
pumping a new well will be estimated based on the best available data.  The stream flow data now 
being collected will improve model accuracy.   
 
Letter 13.  Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board; Scott Ferguson 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 

RWQCB -1 
It is noted that “Low Impact Development (LID) goals are to maintain a landscape functionally 
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimize the generation of non-point source 
pollutants.  Implementation of LID principles may result in the reduction or elimination of the 
proposed stormwater detention basin. 
 
Mitigation measure WQ-2K has been added to the document which states, “Low Impact 
Development (LID) principles will be incorporated into the final design of the project to the extent 
feasible.”  
 
 
RWQCB-2 
Comment noted.  The language has been changed from, “If approved the project will work under a 
General permit No.  CAG616002-Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction 
Activity Involving Land Disturbance in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit” to “If approved, the 
applicant may need to comply with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No.  99-
08-DWQ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit No.  CAS000002.  This 
general permit establishes a statewide general permit for discharges of stormwater runoff associated 
with construction activity.” 
 
The following language has been added to Section 2.4.  “The current statewide general construction 
permit does not require Regional Board approval of the SWPPP prior to the commencement of 
construction activities.” The submittal of a SWPPP was not included as a mitigation measure. 
 
According to Chapter 4.1 of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region, The Regional 
Board may grant exemptions to prohibition 4(c) “The discharge or threatened discharge, attributable 
to human activities, of solid or liquid waste materials including soil, silt, clay, sand, and other organic 
and earthen materials to lands within the 100-year floodplain of the Little Truckee River or any 
tributary to the Little Truckee River is prohibited.” The Regional Board may grant this exemption for 
certain types of projects.  The proposed project falls under the following category, “projects solely 
intended to reduce or mitigate existing sources of erosion or water pollution, or to restore the 
functional value to previously disturbed floodplain areas.” An exemption to prohibition 4 (c) may be 
allowed only when all of the following findings are made: 
 
• The project is included in one or more of the five categories listed above 

This project qualifies under category 1 as listed above. 

• There is no reasonable alternative to locating the project or portions of the project within the 100-
year floodplain. 

The project proposes restoration of a portion of the creek.  By its very nature, the project must 
occur in the 100-year floodplain. 

 
• The project, by its very nature, must be located within the 100-year floodplain. 

The project proposes restoration of a portion of the creek.  By its very nature, the project must 
occur in the 100-year floodplain. 
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• The project incorporates measures which insure that any erosion and surface runoff problems 
caused by the project are mitigated to levels of insignificance. 

The final project design will incorporate mitigation measures so that runoff problems caused by 
the project are mitigated to levels of insignificance.  The following mitigation measures are 
included as BR-1. 

 
1.   Disturbance to the bank of Squaw Creek will be minimized to the maximum extent possible. 
2. Construction activities associated with the bank stabilization will be conducted between May 

1 and October 15.  This window may be adjusted based on current weather patterns at the 
time of construction (e.g., late season rainfall could postpone the start date, etc.). 

3. No work will be conducted within the live stream of Squaw Creek. 
4. Standard BMPs will be implemented during construction to avoid and minimize erosion and 

siltation into Squaw Creek. 
5. Permits will be obtained from the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFG prior to a grading permit being 

issued for the project. 
 

• The project will not, individually or cumulatively with other projects, directly or indirectly, 
degrade water quality or impair beneficial uses of water. 

Maintenance and repair of the creek will not degrade water quality. 
 

• The project will not reduce the flood flow attenuation capability, the surface flow treatment 
capacity, or the ground water flow treatment capacity from existing conditions.  This shall be 
ensured by restoration previously disturbed areas within the 100-year floodplain within the 
project site, or by enlargement of the flood plain within or as close as practical to the project site.  
The restored, new or enlarged floodplain shall be of sufficient area, volume and wetland value to 
more than offset the flood flow attenuation capacity, surface flow treatment capacity and ground 
water flow treatment capacity lost by construction of the project.  This finding will not be 
required for: (1) essential public health or safety projects, (2) projects to provide essential public 
services for which the Regional Board finds such mitigation measures to be infeasible because the 
financial resources of the entity proposing the project are severely limited, or (3) projects for 
which the Regional Board finds (based on evidence presented by the proposed discharger) that 
the project will not reduce the flood flow attenuation capacity, the surface flow treatment 
capacity, or the ground water flow treatment capacity from existing conditions.  Also see 
Appendix B for copies of Orders 6-90-22 and 6-93-08 describing conditions under which the 
Executive Officer can grant exceptions. 

The work within the 100-year floodplain is for restoration purposes only.  This will not reduce the 
flood flow attenuation capability, the surface flow treatment capacity, or the ground water flow 
treatment capacity from existing conditions.  This work is considered restoration of a previously 
disturbed area within the 100-year floodplain within the project site.  This portion of Squaw 
Creek was damaged during the floods of 1997. 

 
 
• The project will not, individually or cumulatively with other projects, directly or indirectly, 

degrade water quality or impair beneficial uses of water. 

Maintenance and repair of the creek will not degrade water quality. 
 
• The project will not reduce the flood flow attenuation capability, the surface flow treatment 

capacity, or the ground water flow treatment capacity from existing conditions.  This shall be 
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ensured by restoration previously disturbed areas within the 100-year floodplain within the 
project site, or by enlargement of the flood plain within or as close as practical to the project site.  
The restored, new or enlarged floodplain shall be of sufficient area, volume and wetland value to 
more than offset the flood flow attenuation capacity, surface flow treatment capacity and ground 
water flow treatment capacity lost by construction of the project.  This finding will not be 
required for: (1) essential public health or safety projects, (2) projects to provide essential public 
services for which the Regional Board finds such mitigation measures to be infeasible because the 
financial resources of the entity proposing the project are severely limited, or (3) projects for 
which the Regional Board finds (based on evidence presented by the proposed discharger) that 
the project will not reduce the flood flow attenuation capacity, the surface flow treatment 
capacity, or the ground water flow treatment capacity from existing conditions.  Also see 
Appendix B for copies of Orders 6-90-22 and 6-93-08 describing conditions under which the 
Executive Officer can grant exceptions. 

 
The work within the 100-year floodplain is for restoration purposes only.  This will not reduce the 
flood flow attenuation capability, the surface flow treatment capacity, or the ground water flow 
treatment capacity from existing conditions.  This work is considered restoration of a previously 
disturbed area within the 100-year floodplain within the project site.  This portion of Squaw 
Creek was damaged during the floods of 1997. 

 
 
RWQCB-3 
Comment noted.  The following language has been added to item 3 of Section 2.5, “c.  Apply to and 
obtain an exemption to the Regional Board’s Basin Plan 100-year floodplain discharge prohibition” 
 
 
RWQCB-4 
The discharge from the subsurface perimeter drainage system will either be discharged to an on site 
basin or into pretreatment tank prior to discharge into the sanitary sewer.  The rate of discharge will 
limited to an amount that does not cause the basin to overflow if a basin is used.  If a pretreatment 
tank and discharge to the sanitary sewer is used the flow will be monitored to insure that it does not 
exceed the sanitary sewer system capacity or violate discharge requirements for discharge into the 
sanitary sewer system.  The discharge will comply with the requirements of SWRCB Water Quality 
Order No.  2003-0003-DWQ and Regional Board Order No.  R6T-2003-0034 as well as the 
California Toxics Rule. 
 
 
RWQCB-5 
Mitigation measures WQ-1a, WQ-1b, WQ-1c, WQ-1d, WQ-2, WQ-2a, WQ-2b, WQ-2c, WQ-2d, 
WQ-2e, WQ-2f, WQ-2g, WQ-2h, WQ-2i, and WQ-2j provide adequate detail for the selection of 
Temporary BMPs and stabilization measures.   
 
 
RWQCB-6 
Portions of the stream bank stabilization work will be in the 100-year floodplain of Squaw Creek.  
This proposed work is limited to stabilization of the unstable portions of he streambank.  All other 
proposed improvements are outside the 100-year floodplain.  Therefore, a 100-year hydrological 
evaluation and preparation of a site specific flood plain map of Squaw Creek along the project site 
should not be required at this time.  A 100-year hydrological evaluation and preparation of a site 
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specific flood plain map of Squaw Creek along the project site will be conducted during final design 
of the project. 
 
 
RWQCB-7 
Floodplain disturbance will limited to stabilization of the unstable portions of he streambank.  Only 
the portions of the streambank that have eroded and become unstable will be disturbed.  The proposed 
disturbance will be limited to re-establishing the contour and vegetation of the streambank to its pre-
existing condition before it eroded during the last flood.  Monitoring will consist of visual observation 
of the restored portions of the streambank.  If the visual monitoring indicates that vegetation is not 
establishing, retreatment will be applied if necessary. 
 
 
RWQCB-8 
It is not necessary to include the final drainage analysis in the final EIR to determine the level of 
significance of potential water quality impacts and mitigations measures necessary to mitigate those 
impacts.  The discussion of water quality impacts and mitigations measures on pages 52, 53, 54, and 
55 in the Draft EIR provide adequate detail and information on water quality impacts and mitigation 
measures necessary to make the finding that impacts are reduced to less than significant with the 
proposed mitigation measures.  No text change was required. 
 
 
RWQCB-9 
The preparation of the site specific drainage report; erosion control plan; Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board permit and inspection; and Placer County Department of Public Works permit 
and inspection are not mitigation measures.  Mitigation measures WQ-1a, WQ-1b, WQ-1c, WQ-1d, 
WQ-2, WQ-2a, WQ-2b, WQ-2c, WQ-2d, WQ-2e, WQ-2f, WQ-2g, WQ-2h, WQ-2i, and WQ-2j are 
the proposed mitigation measures that will reduce impacts to less than significant levels.   
 
The only mitigation measure that refers to RWQCB approval is Mitigation Measure BR-1 which 
includes item 5 as an item to be considered.  A Lahontan permit is required prior to Placer County 
issuance of the grading permit, so this reference has not been removed.  Impact BR-1 is mitigated to a 
less than significant level with mitigations one through four.  No text change was required. 
 
 
RWQCB-10 
Comment noted.  The language of Mitigation measure AQ-2 has been changed from “Twice daily 
watering of disturbed surfaces to minimize fugitive dust and proper maintenance of construction 
vehicles and equipment to comply with PCAPCD Rule 228.” to “ Twice daily (or more often 
depending on site specific conditions) watering of disturbed surfaces to minimize fugitive dust and 
proper maintenance of construction vehicles and equipment to comply with PCAPCD Rule 228.  
Water used for watering shall not contain constituents that may be harmful in runoff to Squaw Creek 
or infiltration into the community aquifer.  The community aquifer is the sole source aquifer for 
drinking water supply.”  
 
 
RWQCB-11 
It is not necessary to include the location and tentative design of the BMPs for the drainage 
pipes/stormwater filtration facilities in the EIR to determine the level of significance of potential 
water quality impacts and mitigations measures necessary to mitigate those impacts.  The discussion 
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of water quality impacts and mitigations measures for FC-2, WQ-1 and WQ-2 in the Draft EIR 
provide adequate detail and information on water quality impacts and mitigation measures necessary 
to make the finding that impacts are reduced to less than significant with the proposed mitigation 
measures.  During final design these facilities will be designed to comply with the Lahontan Region 
Project Guidelines for Erosion Control.  No text change is required. 
 
 
RWQCB-12 
Comment noted.  The lead agency is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are 
implemented as appropriate.  The monitoring of these mitigation measures will be at the discretion of 
the County.  The following language has been added to the Environmental Review Process in Section 
1.2, Environmental Procedures.  “In the event that the County approves the proposed project, written 
findings of fact will be prepared and adopted in which Placer County identifies all significant effects 
and adopts mitigation measures.”
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Jack Shafer 

Response JS-1  
Comment noted.  See response GPM-9, SVTCA-9, and MWE-1. 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Daniel B. Hrdy, M.D. 

Response DH-1 
Comment noted.  See response GPM-9, SVTCA-9, and MWE-1.
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RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Ken N. Olcott 

Response KO-1 
Comment noted.  See response GPM-9, SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, and MWE-4. 





 

  111 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Werner Goese 

Response WG-1 
Comment noted.  See response GPM-9, SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, and MWE-4.





 

  113 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

John A. Barnhart 

Response JB-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-2, MWE-3 and GPM-9.





 

  115 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Donald E. Smith 

Response DS-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-3 and WS-1.





 

  117 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Todd Elmgren 

Response TE-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1.





 

  119 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Donald Druyanoff 

Response DD-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1.





 

  121 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Robert J. Loarie 

Response RL-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response RL-2 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-10 regarding traffic.  Parking allocations will be met per County 
zoning requirements. 
 
 
Response RL-3 
Comment noted.  Refer to comment WS-3 for water and sewer issues.





 

  123 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

H. Spencer Bloch, M.D. 

Response HB-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-9, MWE-1 and WS-1.





 

  125 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Hogan & Esther Lew 

Response HEL-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1. 
 
Response HEL-2 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-5. 
 
 
Response HEL-3 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-10.   
 
 
Response HEL-4 
Comment noted.  Refer to response HSB-2. 
 
Response HEL-5 
Comment noted.  Page 109 of the EIR states: “The PlumpJack project development will be designed 
in respect to the regional setting of the area by blending in design aspects of the surrounding facilities 
into the construction of the proposed project.  The new facility will be of the same style and décor as 
the surrounding community to maintain the small village atmosphere required by the Squaw Valley 
General Plan.”  See response HSB-2. 
 
Response HEL-6 
Comment noted.   Landscape design will follow the environmental review process, and is associated 
with the design review approval process.





 

  127 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Cecilia & John Plough 

Response CJP-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1 aesthetics issues, and WS-3 for water 
issues.  As noted on pages 122-123, the project is consistent with the Squaw Valley General Plan and 
Land Use Ordinance and the population is anticipated, accordingly. 









 

  131 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Chris Kocher 

Response CK-1 
Comment noted.  The County adhered to the legal notification requirements required for public 
review of the Draft EIR document.  Also, see response MWE-3 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response CK-2 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-9, MWE-1 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response CK-3 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response CK-4 
Comment noted.  Noise studies prepared for the project addressed traffic-related noise, construction 
noise and resort-activity related noise (e.g., snow making).  Other noise issues (i.e., as cited in the 
comment) are controlled by local regulations and policies (County General Plan, refer to pages 79-
80). 
 
 
Response CK-5 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-9, MWE-1 and WS-1. 
 
Response CK-6 
Comment noted.  Refer to comment CK-1.   





 

  133 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Mark Whitlow And Reetta Raag 

Response MW-1 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-9, SVTCA-10 and WS-1.  The project 
scale and intensity are permitted in the Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance  (see 
response MWE-5).





 

  135 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Diane Lowery 

Response DL-1 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-10.  
 
Response DL-2 
Comment noted.  See response SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-9, SVTCA-10 and WS-1.







 

  138 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Charles G. McKeag 

Response CM-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1, SVTCA-9 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response CM-2 
Comment noted.  The EIR does address an alternative than considers a reduced height, and a different 
land use.  This information will be used by the County in arriving at their decision on the project. 
 
 
Response CM-3 
Development of a three-story structure will have visual implications similar to those proposed for the 
project, particularly regarding the building character and footprint.  Clearly, a three-story structure is 
shorter than a six-story structure as acknowledged on page 158-159 on the Draft EIR:  “Development 
of the project site would not substantially change the character of the existing views.  The project 
would be integrated into existing development in a style consistent with architecture in Squaw Valley 
and throughout the Lake Tahoe Basin.  Implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative would only 
incrementally alter views of the mountains from areas adjacent to the project site although this impact 
would be less than under the proposed project.  Like the proposed six-story structure, views from 
existing residential development would be substantially altered or obstructed with this alternative, 
although to a lesser extent due to the lower structure height.”   
 
Response CM-4 
Comment noted.  See response CM-2.





 

  140 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Kenneth & Irene Wong 

Response KIW-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1, HSB-2, SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-9 and WS-1. 
 
 
Response KIW-2 
Comment noted.  See response RL-2 (parking).  The project scale and intensity are permitted in the 
Squaw Valley General Plan and Land Use Ordinance  (see response MWE-5). 
 
Response KIW-3 
Comment noted.  See response HEL-5.





 

  142 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Judith and Brad O'Brian 

Response JB-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1, SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-9 and WS-1.





 

  144 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Russ Westover 

Response RW-1 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-10.  The project applicant is proposing condominiums, not a 
hotel. 
 
Response RW-2 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1 and WS-1. 
 
Response RW-3 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1, SVTCA-9,  and WS-1. 
 
Response RW-4 
Comment noted.  No response necessary.





 

  146 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

John And Connie Wong 

Response JW-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1, SVTCA-2, SVTCA-3, SVTCA-6 and WS-1. 
 
Response JW-2 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-10.  
 
Response JW-3 
Comment noted.  See response HSB-2. 
 
Response JW-4 
Comment noted.  No response necessary. 





 

  148 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

James A. and Kathryn Schuyler 

Response JAS-1 
Comment noted.  See response MWE-1 and WS-1.  Refer to responses HSB-8 and SVSC-8 regarding 
the County’s consideration of the variance request.





 

  150 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

John Massey 

Response JM-1 
Comment noted.  Refer to response MWE-1, SVTCA-9, SVTCA-10, and WS-1 regarding the views.  
Refer to response HSB-10 regarding traffic.  Refer to CK-4 regarding noise concerns.  Refer to 
responses SVSC-8 and HSB-8 regarding the County’s consideration of the setback variance request.  
Additional impervious surfaces will be created however the additional runoff generated will be 
accommodated within the storm drain plan.  The habitable portion of the project will not encroach 
into the 100-year floodplain.  Improvements to the damaged creek bank are proposed to stabilize the 
bank and will encroach into the 100-year floodplain.







 

  153 

RESPONSE COMMENTS 

Caltrans, Jeffrey Pulverman  

Response CT-1  
Comment noted.  The traffic consultant (LSC) conducted a traffic impact analysis for the project and 
confirmed this conclusion.  Regardless, under year 2010 cumulative conditions, the Squaw Valley 
Road/SR-89 intersection will exceed the County’s standards for level of service. 
 
 
Response CT-2 
The traffic study text and Table 3.12.A will be revised accordingly. 
 
 
Response CT-3  
Preliminary drainage plans for the project can be obtained from the Placer County Public Works 
Department. 
 
 
Response CT-4 
Comment noted.  All references to post-project runoff will be written as, “The new drainage facilities 
will be designed to have the same or slightly lower peak discharge rate during a 2, 10, 25, and 100-
year storm as the existing facilities. 
 
The language in 4.E.9, 4.E.11, and Mitigation Measure FC-2a was changed from “The project will 
provide drainage attenuation facilities that will result in post project outflows that are reasonably the 
same as pre-project outflows for the 2, 10, 25, and 100-year storm” to “The new drainage facilities 
will be designed to have the same or slightly lower peak discharge rate during a 2, 10, 25, and 100-
year storm as the existing facilities.” 
 
 
Response CT-5 
The italicized text in item 4.F.1 on page 49 has been changed from “The project is not proposing any 
development of the expansion project within the 100-year floodplain of Squaw Creek except bank 
stabilization as a restoration effort along Squaw Creek to “The project is not proposing any 
development that would impact arterial roadways and expressways, residences, commercial and 
industrial uses, or emergency facilities during a 100-year storm event.”  
 
 
Response CT-6 
Placer County Public Works Department will provide Caltrans with the final drainage plans in 
conjunction with final project design. 
 
 

 

 




